









































































































































































































	 	 …		 	 Alice:	Stuart’s	such	a	clever	clogs	that’s	why	no	one	likes	him		 	 Diane:	But	you	said	you	liked	him.		 	 Alice:	That’s	before	he	started	showing	off.	But	Stuart	had	not	started	to	show	off.	Rather,	the	classroom	practices	in	6S	over	the	spring	term	had	dramatically	increased	processes	of	differentiation,	which	in	turn	had	led	to	a	growing	polarisation	among	the	peer	group.	In	particular,	the	relationship	between	Stuart	and	the	rest	of	6S	noticeably	worsened.	 (p.	352)	This	finding	that	students	can	reinterpret	their	relationships	with	other	people	in	their	learning	environment	in	light	of	their	experiences	of	assessment	echoes	Gosa	(2004),	discussed	above.	In	her	research	on	washback	in	the	Romanian	Baccalaureate	exam	she	observed	that	the	relationship	between	participants	in	her	study	and	their	teachers	also	worsened	during	the	course	of	an	examination	preparation	period	as	students	re-evaluated	their	interpretations	of	the	teachers	in	light	of	changing	circumstances	associated	with	the	assessment	(p.	233).			Perhaps	the	most	striking	findings	associated	with	assessment	influencing	students’	interpretations	concerns	the	thoughts	that	students	have	towards	themselves.	Assessment	experiences	have	been	linked	to	students’	perceived	self-efficacy	beliefs	(Brookhart	&	DeVoge	1999;	Alkharusi	et	al.	2014),	drawing	on	the	work	of	Bandura	(1977).	Bandura’s	definition	of	a	self-efficacy	belief	as	“the	conviction	that	one	can	successfully	execute	the	behaviour	required	to	produce	[a	desired]	outcome”	(p.	193)	is	linked	reciprocally,	in	his	work,	to	performance:	Mastery	expectations	influence	performance	and	are,	in	turn,	altered	by	the	culmulative	effects	of	one’s	efforts.	 (p.	194)	
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This	reciprocity	illustrates	the	point	made	by	Brown	and	Hirschfeld	that	students’	interpretations	made	in	light	of	their	assessment	experiences	are	subject	to	a	“chicken-and-egg	problem”	(2008,	pp.	13-14);	students	form	interpretations	based	on	the	experiences	they	have	but,	with	washback	being	a	subjective,	highly-mediated	phenomenon	in	which	students	are	active	in	reconstructing	the	messages	of	assessment	according	to	their	own	subjectivities	(Sambell	&	McDowell	1998),	in	turn	their	interpretations	play	a	formative	role	in	the	way	they	experience	assessment.	Consequently,	students’	interpretations	are	to	be	seen	as	being	formed	culmulatively	over	time,	in	alignment	with	Zhan	and	Andrews’	point,	discussed	above,	that	students’	experiences	of	assessment	in	the	present	are	significantly	influenced	by	the	interpretations	they	have	formed	of	their	experiences	in	the	past	(Zhan	&	Andrews	2014).	The	consequence	of	this	is,	in	the	view	of	Huhta,	Kalaja	&	Pitkänen-Huhta,	the	formation	of	“interpretative	repertoires”	that	aid	students	in	making	sense	of	their	encounters	with	assessment	(2006).	Their	study,	which	focused	on	the	experiences	of	students	taking	school-leaving	examinations	in	Finland,	identified	four	such	repertoires	that	contributed,	among	other	things,	to	the	manner	in	which	students	attributed	the	causes	of	success	or	failure:		 -	 Mr/Mrs	Hard	Work		 -	 Mr/Mrs	Skilled		 -	 Mr/Mrs	Lucky		 -	 Mr/Mrs	Cool		 (adapted	from	Huhta,	Kalaja	&	Pitkänen-Huhta	2006,	p.	334)	Rather	than	being	fixed	aspects	of	students’	interpretations	of	their	own	selves,	the	researchers	found	that	students	appeared	to	move	fluidly	between	their	various	conceptions	of	assessment	self:	
	 47	











































































knowledge	in	such	circumstances,	as	with	the	discussion	earlier	in	the	chapter,	as	the	interview:	…entails	a	hierarchical	relationship	with	an	asymmetrical	power	distribution	of	interviewer	and	interviewee.	It	is	a	one-way	dialogue,	an	instrumental	and	indirect	conversation,	where	the	interviewer	upholds	a	monopoly	of	interpretation.		 	(Kvale	2006,	p.	484)	However,	as	pointed	out	by	Vähäsantanen	and	Saarinen	(2013),	such	power	asymmetries	can	be	a	productive	and	important	part	of	the	way	that	knowledge	is	generated	from	the	interview	experience,	sometimes	affording	the	interviewer	a	license	to	ask	questions,	by	virtue	of	their	dissimilarity	of	age,	experiences	etc.,	that	would	otherwise	come	across	as	unauthorized,	unexpected,	or	naïve	(p.	496).	 	 		Kvale’s	“seven	stages	of	an	interview	inquiry”	(Kvale	2008,	Location	937)	were	used	to	construct	and	implement	the	interview	schedule;	using	stage	one,	“thematizing”,	I	identified	themes	around	which	questions	would	be	constructed	using	the	research	questions	relevant	to	each	phase	of	the	study	(for	phase	one,	questions	one	and	two;	for	phase	two,	question	three).	Themes	arose	from	the	theoretical	concepts	that	had	emerged	from	the	literature;	for	instance,	in	light	of	Zhan	and	Andrews’	assertion	that	students’	responses	to	assessment	can	be	mediated	by	their	past	experiences	(2014),	I	designed	a	question	to	elicit	responses	around	this	theme:				
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	 Tom:	(Sighs	heavily)	I	haven’t	given	you	grades.		 (Field	Note,	10th	October	2017)	At	this	point,	the	class	responded	with	visible	disappointment	and	a	number	of	the	more	vocal	students	challenged	Tom	on	this	decision,	arguing	that	it	was	unfair	in	relation	to	the	other	classes.	Jane	challenged	the	assumed	view	of	students’	behaviour	in	relation	to	grades:		 Jane:	Teachers	think	we	only	look	at	the	grade,	but	we	don’t.	 (ibid.)	Eventually,	Tom	gave	way	and	promised	to	the	class	that	they	would	be	given	a	numerical	grade	to	accompany	the	feedback	comments	he	was	issuing	to	them.	However,	he	attached	a	caveat	to	this,	that	students	who	wished	to	receive	this	grade	must	email	him	before	lunchtime	on	the	same	day	to	request	this.	The	consequence	of	this	caveat	was	that	a	number	of	students	were	clearly	still	resentful	of	Tom’s	stance	by	the	end	of	the	lesson,	and	in	conversation	with	a	small	group	afterwards	the	students	remarked	that	his	withholding	of	the	grade	had	left	them	in	suspense	and	feeling	anxious	about	what	it	would	turn	out	to	be:		 Nusrat:	I	want	to	know	what	I	got	wrong!	 (ibid.)	Tom’s	approach	to	the	situation,	while	sharing	some	of	the	qualities	of	Emma’s	approach,	did	in	fact	result	in	the	opposite	outcome	to	that	described	by	Susan	–	in	effect	it	generated	additional	pressure	and	anxiety.	Part	of	the	distinction	between	the	two	situations	may	have	been	the	comparisons	that	students	in	Tom’s	class	drew	between	his	stance	and	that	of	other	teachers	on	the	course,	a	comparison	that	was	not	made	at	any	point	in	my	experiences	of	Emma’s	class.	The	students’	response	to	what	they	saw	as	unfairness	and	unequal	treatment	
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suggests	that	the	teacher’s	role	as	a	mediating	influence	should,	in	line	with	Susan’s	comments	about	Emma,	be	seen	as	nested	within	an	institutional	and	systemic	context	in	which	the	teacher’s	actions	are	contributive,	alongside	a	




















well.	You	can	say,	‘oh	so	this	person	actually	wrote	a	lot,	so	I	should	maybe	write	more	for	mine’…	it	sort	of	sets	a	standard	and	you	kind	of	–	you	get	more	of	an	idea	of	how	you	can	do	this	assessment	well.		Alongside	the	assessment	rubric	and	any	information	given	by	the	teacher,	Susan’s	peer	group	was	playing	an	active	role	in	generating	her	perception	of	the	assessment	construct;	the	group	serves	to	flesh	out	her	sense	of	what	success	looks	like.	This	desire	to	seek	the	judgment	of	peers	reflected	Susan	engaging,	like	Parth,	in	acts	of	comparison	between	her	and	her	friends	–	when	asked	why	she	places	store	in	the	“standard”	she	observes	in	her	friends’	work	she	took	the	view	that	they	are	her	academic	superiors:	Susan:	Some	of	them	are	sort	of	overachievers,	they	always	aim	for,	like,	really	really	high	grades	so	–	like	a	52	out	of	a	56	would	be	average	for	them	[laughter]”		This	awed	view	of	her	friends	helps	to	explain	why	Susan’s	act	of	comparing	herself	with	her	peers	manifested	itself	very	differently	from	Parth’s.	Susan	saw	herself	as	academically	less	capable	than	the	people	she	was	comparing	herself	with	and	so,	other	than	in	certain	areas	like	“Art”	for	which	she	would	“trust	more	in	myself	to	maybe	make	judgments”,	she	habitually	deferred	to	them.	Consequently,	the	way	in	which	a	peer	group	acts	to	mediate	a	student’s	assessment	experiences	is	highly	dependent	on	the	context	of	the	individual	student	and	how	they	see	themselves	within	the	group.		In	summary,	this	study	has	identified	a	number	of	influences	that	mediate	students’	experiences	of	assessment,	including:		 -	 the	teacher		 -	 school	reporting		 -	 the	IB	
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Name	 Gender	 Nationality	 Role	 Research	
Phase	Amy	 F	 Chinese	(Hong	Kong)	 Student	 2	Ana	 F	 Brazilian	 Student	 1	Celine	 F	 Brazilian	/	Dutch	 Student	 2	Chloe	 F	 Chinese	(Hong	Kong)	 Student	 1	Elise	 F	 British	 Student	 2	Emma	 F	 American	 Teacher	 1	Gladwin	 M	 American	/	Chinese	(Hong	Kong)	 Student	 2			Luca	 M	 Swiss	 Student	 1	Parth	 M	 Indian	 Student	 1	Ronnie	 M	 Indian	 Student	 2	Susan	 F	 Chinese	(Hong	Kong)	 Student	 1	Tom	 M	 Australian	 Teacher	 2		N.B.	the	students	listed	above	are	those	who	participated	in	interviews.	
Appendix	E	–	Typographical	tools	used	in	interview	transcription	
	
Tool	 Example	 Usage	Ellipsis	 …	 The	interviewee	pauses	Hyphen	 -	 The	interviewee	switches	from	one	line	of	thought	to	another	Single	quotation	mark	 ‘	 The	interviewee	seems	to	be	quoting	from	another	person,	either	real	or	hypothetical	Italics	 emphasis	 The	interviewee	stresses	or	emphasizes	a	word	or	phrase	in	a	way	that	seems	to	suggest	importance	Square	brackets	 [laughter]	 The	interviewee	gives	a	non-verbal	cue	which	seems	materially	to	affect	how	their	words	should	be	interpreted		
Appendix	F	–	Map	of	codes	and	themes	
	
	
	
		
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
